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France: Keystone of Disaster 


Between the end of World War II and June 30, 1957, America had given France a total 
of about 12 billion dollars in aid of all kinds. 


Yet, by the fall of 1957, France was verging on bankruptcy and asking for more. 


In January, 1958, France obtained a 655 million dollar emergency loan from the United 
States, Western German, and international agencies. 


American internationalists have justified our bounties to France with arguments that 
France is the keystone of our defense against the Soviets — that our aid would enable France 
to supply the trained and equipped divisions needed to make NATO (North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization) a strong defensive shield for western Europe. 


Today, the only defensive shield in Western Europe is the United States Seventh Army. 


The United States Seventh Army is America’s biggest, best-equipped, best-trained 

army. It has top priority on all of the newest and best equipment. It is made up of 250,000 

_ Americans — soldiers, civilians, and their dependents — constituting one fourth of U. S. 
Army total combat power. 


The Seventh Army is stationed in Germany, deployed along several hundred miles of 
the Iron Curtain — the Czechoslovakian and East German borders — and its maintenance 
costs us 1 billion 200 million dollars a year. 


In addition to the Seventh Army, we have about 55,000 American troops manning our 
air bases, communications centers, and supply installations in France. 


France — the “*keystone,” whose army totals about 800,000 men — has 60,000 men 
assigned to the NATO “‘defensive shield” in Western Germany. | 


The 250,000 Americans with the Seventh Army in Germany, and the 55,000 Amer- 
ican troops stationed in France, and the United States Air Force in Western Germany and 
France are totally dependent for their food, fuel, medical supplies, weapons, ammunition, 
end vital communications on supply lines and bases in France. We have a naval installation 
near Nice to serve our Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean; and we have a big air depot at Cha- 
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teauroux to serve as supply base for United 
States Air Forces in England and in Morocco. 


Paris is headquarters and communications 
center for the whole Western European de- 
fense system. 


Without the help of France as a strong and 
dependable ally — to protect our bases and 
supply lines — the cream of America’s fight- 
ing force is left stranded and helpless along the 
Iron Curtain, facing an enemy that outnum- 
bers it by at least 10 to 1. Our air forces in 
England and Africa and our Navy in the Mid- 
dle East are crippled. 


The Truman-Eisenhower leadership in 
America has neglected the defense of our own 
homeland, has poured 284 billion dollars into 
the NATO scheme to “defend the free world,” 
and has built the whole worthless structure on 
France as the keystone. 


Communists hold a balance of power in the 
French assembly. 


Many high-ranking military, governmental, 
judicial, police, and municipal officials are 
communists. One out of four French voters 
votes communist. The unions which can para- 
lyze all economic activity — from the civil 
service, to ‘the Paris taxicabs, to major indus- 
trial production — are communist controlled. 


In April, 1958, communists and extreme 
“rightists”* in ‘the French Assembly cooperated 
to defeat the 24th French government since 
World War II. The event was seasoned with 
angry jibes — from both right and left — at 
the United States. Even a leading French 
“tightest” suggested that the Soviet Union 


would probably be a better ally for France. 


than the United States has been. 


By the last week in May, France was still 
without a government; and the nation was on 
the edge of civil war. 


F raince has been and disintegrat- 
ing ever since the French Army surrendered to... 


the Germans in 1940. France, in one way o- 
another, has been at war for 19 years — anc 
has lost everywhere: Syria, Lebanon, India, 
Indo-China, Morocco, Tunisia —even th; 
ridiculous little war against Egypt in 1956. 


The French war against the Algerian rebel; 
has been going on for 344 years — 400,00)) 
French troops (about half of the total Frenc 1 
army) and 100,000 French Algerian policc, 
against 25,000 Algerian rebels and their nu- 
merous sympathizers. Yet, today, the Algerian 
rebels seem stronger and better-armed than 
ever before. 


All of this is the background of humiliation 
and defeat that brought about the current 
army revolt against the government in Paris. 


A\ll sides and factions in France and in the 
colonies despise America: the Algerians and 
Tunisian rebels hate us because we give aid to 


‘France — because our military equipment has 


actually been used by the French to bomb 
cities, killing Arab civilians and soldiers alike; 
the French hate us, because we have also given 
help to the rebelling colonials and have not 
vigorously supported the French position in 
the United Nations; the rebelling French gen- 
erals in Algeria hate us; and the Paris govern- 
ment which they are rebelling against hates us. 


If France goes, America as a ready military 
land power stands like a sickly pigmy in com- 
parison with the Soviet colossus, because the 
Truman-Eisenhower internationalists have 
made the security, the future, the very life 
of our nation dependent on France. 


France is practically gone; but, on May 
20, 1958, our Secretary of State, defending 
his foreign policy at a press conference, said 


1 do not believe that there is anything basically differ: nt 
that we can do. 


Was it stupidity or treasonous intent that 
led us into this ghastly trap? 


‘It probably doesn’t matter, but there is 
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rauch evidence of sinister intent. The intent is 
t) entwine our affairs with those of other na- 
tions, and make us so dependent on other na- 
tons, that we will be forced to give up our na- 
tonal independence for a one-vote member- 
sip in a socialist world government. 


When Truman first sent troops to Europe 
to join the newly organized NATO, a few 
Congressmen and Senators were appalled by 
tis reversal of American policy. This commit- 
ting of American soldiers, on a permanent 
basis, to an international army, for the defense 
of foreign lands in time of peace was a repudia- 
tion of all the basic principles of American 
policy. 


But Truman and Acheson brushed the crit- 
icism aside, saying that our troops assigned to 
NATO were mere token forces to show “‘good 


‘faith’— to prove to our European friends 


that we were really serious about helping them 
defend themselves. 


This “token force” to show “good faith” 
has become the major part of America’s army 
strength, on which we are dependent, and for 
which we have stripped our own homeland of 


effective defense. 


If the Soviets ever make an aggressive mili- 
tary move in Europe, France — as everyone 
knows — will fold up the way she did in 
World War II, only more quickly. This will 
cut the life-line to 300,000 Americans sta- 
tioned in Germany and France and will seri- 
ously cripple the United States Air Forces in 
England and Africa, and the United States 
Fleet in the Mediterranean. 


Our “token force” will be helpless. It will 
be subjected to immediate capture or total 
sl-ughter from the Soviets in the east — and 
to sabotage or open attack from French com- 
Mm inists in the west. 


Ina special interview with editors of U. S. 
News & World Report (published April 25, 
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1958) Defense Secretary Neil H. McElroy 
said: 


Certainly, our NATO allies know that, without the 
protection of the very major-sized deterrent force of this 
country, the NATO countries would be in a bad way to 
defend themselves against a power of anything like the 
capability of Russia, especially if we were knocked out. 
J think they would be the first to say that the keystone of 
the force that deters Russia is right here — sits right on 
this continent. 


Everyone, then, knows that the only effec- 
tive opposition to Soviet military strength is 
the American military force in America — the 
American military force that “‘sits right on 
this continent.” 


Yet, our leaders have set the bulk of our 
army strength up as a helpless hostage in Eu- 
rope where it can do nothing but surrender or 
die if our enemy should attack. 


Why? 


Defense Secretary McElroy said: 


We have the confidence (in our NATO allies) that 
stems from long years of association with these allies. 
They, J suppose, may have some doubts about us. We 
have seen some expressed by news commentators of our 
NATO allies. They raise the question of whether the 
United States really means that it is willing to jeopardize 
this country in response to an attack possibly made i in the 
future against one of our NATO allies. . 


We have fought their wars and fed their 
people and built their industries. We have. 
piled up our own national debt in order to re- 
duce their national debts, We have crushed. 
our own people with taxes so that they could 
give tax relief to their citizens — but they 
still have doubts about us: they still doubt 
that we are really willing to jeopardize this: 
country to defend them! ; q 


So, to resolve those. doubts — though we 
know, and say, that the only deterrent to So-. 
viet military aggression is the American mili- 
tary power that we maintain here at home — ° 
we place our main army in Europe where : we 


know it would be lost. 
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This is our proof that we will jeopardize 
our own country to defend foreign lands: 
300,000 Americans sacrificed, our strongest 
army left helpless, our latest and best weapons 
in the hands of our enemy —to guarantee 
that Americans can no longer act as a proud 
and independent nation of people who defend 
their own and leave other people alone. 


H ow in God’s name can our political and 
military and church and union and business 
leaders — and even large sections of the 
American press which calls itself conservative 
— continue to support foreign aid for collec- 
tive defense when it is so obvious that we are 
buying nothing but disaster for ourselves? 


There is Hope, If Mr. Dulles 
Can Read 


There is considerable evidence that Presi- 
dent Eisenhower reads little except pulp- 
magazine westerns, one-page summaries of 


world conditions, and the comic strip Mac 
Divot. 


Mr. Dulles, on the other hand, appears to be 
a scholarly sort of fellow. 


Mr. Dulles does admit that he can’t think 
of anything different that we can do even 
though what we have been doing is a tragic 
failure in every possible respect. 


Maybe Mr. Dulles has just been reading the 
wrong things. I recommend a 28-page pam- 
phlet which Mr. Dulles could read while the 


plane is warming up for his next trip. 


The pamphlet is entitled Survival. It was 
written by Brigadier General Bonner Fellers 
and published in 1958 by the Committee For 
‘Constitutional Government, Inc., 202 East 


44th Street, New York 17, New York. Price: 
$1.00. 
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On pages 26-28 of this pamphlet, General 
Fellers says: 


~The United States made a tragic mistake in 1933 
when it recognized the Soviet Union. Since then the long 
list of broken Kremlin pledges tells the bloody story of 
this worst of all Dictatorships. Jt is incomprehensible why 
we should continue to sit in conference with these Krem- 
lin Dictators who are bent on world domination. 


Despite material progress in the military field, the peo- 
ple of the Soviet Union are restless. Khrushchev is not 
yet firmly in the Dictator's saddle. Above all else he needs 
another Summit Conference. He needs his picture along 
side our President to spread across the Soviet Union to 
prove his global leadership and that America approves 
of him, their Godless Dictator. Our reaction should be 
obvious. We should increase the diplomatic pressure on 
Kbrushchev rather than yield to a Summit Conference. 


We should withdraw diplomatic relations with the 
Kremlin. Possibly this might lead other Free World pow- 
ers to do likewise. The ferment of revolt against the Krem- 
lin exists. Our withdrawal of recognition would mean to 
the enslaved Soviet population that the Free World dis- 
approves of the Kremlin Dictatorship. With this and other 
encouragement which we could extend, the Soviet peo- 
ple — perbaps not soon but certainly in due course — 
will liberate themselves. 


T here is a sinister note in our Administration's refusal 
to spend the $6.5 billion additional funds necessary to 
maintain air ascendancy. Without this additional $6.5 
billion, by June 1959, we shall have lost our air advan- 
tage over the Soviets. Could this drift into the world’s 
second best Air Force be deliberate? Will the next step be 
to pressure the American people, as our only hope of sur- 
vival, into placing our Armed Forces under International 
control? Will our political leaders tell us that if we are to 


have peace and security, we have no choice but to accept 
world government? 


The Department of State appears to have a strange fas- 
cination for the collective concept. Could it be that the 
motivating spirit of this entire collective effort is a passion 
for world government? Are foreign aid and the deploy- 
ment of troops in some 70 countries a manifestation of 
one worldism rather than actually for our own Ameri- 
can defense? 
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Jt is disturbing that both our Secretary of State and our 
‘resident have expressed an affinity for the super-state. 


O: February 26, 1941, Mr. Jobn Foster Dulles, then 
_ member of the New York law firm of Sullivan and 
romwell, prepared a confidential draft for Mr. C. K. 
‘ treit, autbor of Union Now With Britain. The draft, ac- 
cording to Mr. Streit, was ‘‘to serve as a basis for sound- 
igs and informed discussions’ on the creation of “The 
‘'nion” of the British Commonwealth and the United 
‘tates. “The Union" was to have power to determine 
j2ace and war, make treaties, and exercise all other at- 
tributes of sovereignty. Our entry into the union would 
have terminated the sovereignty of the United States. 


By 1942 Mr. Dulles had gone further. He then en- 
aorsed : 


“Ultimately, a ‘world government of delegated powers’. 
“Strong immediate limitations on national sovereignty. 
“International control of all armies and navies. 

“A universal system of money. 

“Worldwide freedom of immigration. 

“Progressive elimination of all tariff.” 


In his book, Crusade in Europe, General Eisenhower 
recommended ‘‘a central and joint agency’ to decide dis- 
putes among powers by a majority vote. Thereafter the 


agency ‘‘shall have the power and means to een its 
decisions.” 


3 Our danger in America lies in the fact that inter- 
nationalism, under the guise of collective defense, re- 
flects the dominant aim of our national leadership. 


Under world government, what would happen to the 
United States can be stated quite simply: 


The United States would be disarmed. 

Free enterprise would be dead. 

The United States would be bankrupt. 

The American people would have lost their liberty. 


‘When American liberty dies, freedom is dead every- 
where. 


Foreign Aid: To Get Rich 


Dne of the arguments for foreign aid is 
tht, by working hard and giving away the 
pr: duct of our labor to foreign governments, 
we make ourselves prosperous! 


This year — with a recession on and with 
many Americans wondering why they should 
be taxed for benefits to foreigners who ob- 
viously despise us despite our gifts, while 
American citizens themselves are in need —. 
this argument about getting rich by giving 
away what we have has been hammered hard. 


The carnival-like team of Congressman A. 
S. J. Carnahan (Democrat, Missouri) and 
Congressman Chester E. Merrow (Republican, 
New Hampshire) travelled all over the United 
States (partly at the direct expense of taxpay- 
ers, partly at the expense of the American 
Association for the United Nations, which 
enjoys federal tax exemption) speaking to 
clubs and civic groups telling how vital our 
foreign giveaway program is to our own pros- 
perity — saying that it shouldn’t be called for- 
eign aid: it should be called ““American Aid.” 


The argument is, as I have frequently 
pointed out, stupid on its face. If we can get 
rich by working and giving away, why don’t 
we just let other nations alone so that they 
can get rich the same way? 


But the argument is not only stupid. It is 
false. In fact, the “‘statistics’” which bolster it 
are, in many cases, plain lies. 


On March 25, 1958, Secretary of State 
Dulles testified before the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee urging approval of the Presi- 
dent’s request for 3 billion 940 million dollars 
in foreign aid — claiming that foreign aid 
would help fight the recession in America. Mr. 
Dulles said that 75% of our foreign aid funds 
are spent in the United States. Cutting out our 
foreign aid, he said, would throw 600,000 
Americans out of work. 


On April 10, 1958, C. Douglas Dillon, 
Deputy Under Secretary of State for Eco- 
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nomic Affairs, spoke at a luncheon of the 
National Security Industrial Association, in 
Washington. 


‘His topic: ‘*The Importance of Mutual 
Security to the American Business Man.” 


His argument: Seventy-five cents of every 
dollar of mutual security funds is used to buy 
products of American farms and factories. 
Practically all the remaining 25 cents will 
sooner or later return to bolster our economy. 


The President has used these same argu- 
ments and statistics repeatedly. 


The President and his foreign-aid lobby 
have made such strong and eloquent and sta- 
tistical arguments about foreign aid spending 


at home being so good for our economy that 


a few members of Congress have begun to 
take them seriously. 


On March 16, 1958, Senate Republican 
leader, William F. Knowland, and Senate 
Republican Policy Committee Chairman, 
Styles Bridges, said Congress should write a 
“buy American” policy into this year’s foreign 
aid bill. This would compel our foreign aid 
spenders to do what foreign aid propagandists 
claim they have been doing anyway: that is, 
spend most of our foreign aid funds at home, 
instead of buying from foreign producers. 


This “Buy American” sentiment built up 
until the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
demanded a factual report on just how much 
of our foreign aid funds are being spent at 
home. 


The Administration, whose spokesmen — 
from the President downward — still claim 
that 75% of our foreign aid funds are spent 
at home, reported to the Senate Committee 
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that 44.9% of all foreign aid materials are 
being purchased outside the United States. 


The President — who continuously claims 
that foreign aid spending at home is vitally 
important to the American economy — wrote 
a letter to Senator Arthur Watkins on March 
18, 1958, arguing against any “buy Ameri- 
can” requirement in the foreign aid bill. 


The President told Senator Watkins that 
foreign aid spending at home is really quite 
unimportant. The President said that even if 
all the money (that is, 44.9% of the grand 
total) spent for foreign aid materials outside 
the United states were spent here, 


Jt could scarcely have made any significant increase in 
the over-all levels of United States business activity. 


Foreign Aid: To Compete with 
Soviets 


One argument for foreign aid is that we 
have to give it in order to compete with the 
Soviets — that is, if we don’t get there first 
with the most, the Soviets will give away 
money to build up industries and feed people 
in foreign lands! 


This is the argument that Eric Johnston 
pushes: We must give away our money to keep 
the Soviets from giving away theirs — or, at 
least, to keep ahead of them in the giveaway. 


The appeal for support which Eric John- 
ston has been sending out on the letterhead 
of his new foreign-aid propaganda agency, 
The Committee For International Economic 
Growth, begins: 


“Nikita Khrushchev’s offer to the African-Asian People’s 
Conference in Cairo last December was: ... Tell us what you 
need and we will help you and send, according to our eco- - 
nomic capabilities, money needed in the form of loans or aid 
... to build for you institutions for industry, education and 


hospitals. 


“Contrast this apparent generosity with the fact that Presi- 
dent Eisenhower has had to call urgently for support of the 
Mutual Security Program.” 


But why are we giving foreign aid? 


In his State of the Union Message on Janu- 
ary 9, 1958, President Eisenhower said: 


As for the mutual economic assistance program, the 
renefit to us is threefold. First, the countries receiving 
his aid become bulwarks against communist encroach- 
ment as their military defenses and economies are 
trengthened. Nations that are conscious of a steady im- 
»rovement in their industry, education, bealth and stand- 


ard of living are not apt to fall prey to the blandishments 
of communist imperialists. 


The President here, perhaps ignorantly, is 
making a communist argument: if we don’t 
feed them, they will turn communist. The 
President wants to compete with the material- 
istic promises of communism by making more 
attractive materialistic promises. He thus re- 
jects the old American notion that liberty is 
the important thing in the mundane affairs of 
men — and admits that communism is right: 
Government, by seizing the property of some 
for distribution to others, can make every one 
materially prosperous; and that will solve the 


world’s major problems, because these prob- 


lems result, just as Karl Marx said, from 
uneven distribution of the world’s material 


goods! 


Aside from all this: when you analyze the 
President’s State of the Union argument for 
foreign aid; and when you analyze Eric John- 
ston’s arguments for foreign aid; and when 
you put the two arguments side-by-side, you 
readily see that one or both are silly and false. 


If giving foreign aid to backward nations 
uill raise their living standards; and if raising 
tieir living standards will keep them from 
t: rning communist — why do we worry about 
t!e Soviet’s giving foreign aid? If Mr. Eisen- 
hower is right, then every time the Soviets give 
fcreign aid to a nation they make that nation 
a bulwark against communist encroachment! 
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If Eric Johnston is right, then surely all 
nations in the world must hate us for being 
so strongly opposed to Soviet foreign aid! 


B ut — tobe quite cynical about it — is our 
mad effort to “compete economically” with 
the Soviets, by delivering more aid than they 
promise, a means of covering up for the Soviets 
and saving them from embarrassment? 


Remember: the only time that we ever 
called the Soviet bluff, by withdrawing our 
offer of aid and telling the Soviets, in effect, 
to go ahead and give, was in connection with 
the proposed Aswan Dam in Egypt. Our inter- 
nationalist boondogglers had been trying for 
years to sell Egypt on the idea of taking enough 
money from us to build a preposterous high- 
level dam at Aswan, on the Nile River. 


The Egyptian government was unstable, and 
there was opposition in the American Congress, 
and the negotiations dragged on. The Soviets 
sought to needle us by offering to finance thie 
Aswan dam. We were in a huff with Egypt at 
the time; so, we withdrew our tentative offer. 


The Soviets did not, and could not, deliver 
on their promise. That embarrassed the Soviets 
— and our foreign-aid internationalists ap- 
parently have resolved not to do that again! 


Foreign Aid: To Save Our Skins 


On April 30, 1956, President Eisenhower 
warned Congress against “tampering” with his 
foreign aid program — saying that any cuts in 
his request for foreign aid would “gravely 
endanger” our national security. | rhe 


In July, 1956, Congress made some: cuts in 
the President’s requests; and the President said 
he was happy. He apparently had forgotten 
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that one penny cut out of his “rock-bottom” 
requests would be disastrous. 


On August 12, 1957, President Eisenhower 
called a conference with Congressional leaders 
and told them that he had to have all the for- 
eign aid he had asked for, or the country would 


be in danger. Congress cut his request by 1 
billion dollars, 


On February 27, 1958, C. Douglas Dillon, 
Deputy Undersecretary of State, testified for 
foreign aid. 


He said that the foreign aid program has not 
been “‘particularly affected” by the one-billion 
dollars which Congress cut from the Adminis- 
tration’s requests a year ago — but said that 
every penny of the President’s 3 billion 940 
million dollar request this year is absolutely 
necessary. 


Every year it’s the same sickening spec- 
tacle: we have to give every dime of foreign 
aid that the President requests, or total, anni- 
hilating disaster will result — but a billion 
whacked off here and there does not particu- 
larly affect the program! 


What has happened to the character and 
mentality of our leaders — and to our people 
generally — that we go on year after year sup- 
porting programs that we know to be wrong. 
dishonest, stupid, fatally expensive, and disas- 
trously harmful to our nation? 


Bon Voyage 


Subscribers are, to us, the only indispensable people. 
Subscribers are hard to come by, and we love every one 0 
you. It delights us to hear that you are going on vacation. We 
swell with pride when you say you don’t want to miss one 
issue of the Report while you are away. 


We’re happy to change your address when you go away; 
and we'll be pleased to change it back when you return home. 


B ut, with our limited personnel and bookkeeping facili- 
ties, that’s about all we are capable of. You'll have to give us 
a special notice to change your address when you leave on 
vacation; and you’ll have to give us a special notice to change 
back when it’s all over — or you might miss an issue or so. 


WwW e cannot: (1) suspend your subscription during the 
vacation months; or (2) set up, with only one notice from 
you, a whole series — or even two — changes-of-address; or 
(3) send the Report to your Aunt Julie for three weeks and 
then write her to find out whether you are still there or 
have gone on to visit Uncle Arthur. 


My God go with all of you on your vacation! 


WHO IS DAN SMOOT? 


Dan Smoot was born in Missouri. Reared in Texas, he attended SMU in Dallas, taking BA and MA degrees 


from that university in 1938 and 1940. 


In 1941, he joined the faculty at Harvard as a Teaching Fellow in English, doing graduate work for the degree 
of Doctor of Philosophy in the field of American Civilization. 


In 1942, he took leave of absence from Harvard in order to join the FBI. At the close of the war, he stayed 


in the FBI, rather than return to Harvard. 


He served as an FBI Agent in all parts of the nation, handling all kinds of assignments. But for three and a half 
sage he worked exclusively on communist investigations in the industrial midwest. For two years following that, 
was on FBI headquarters staff in Washington, as an Administrative Assistant to J. Edgar Hoover. 
After nine and a half years in the FBI, Smoot resigned to help start the Facts Forum movement in Dallas. As the 
radio and television commentator for Facts Forum, Smoot, for almost four years spoke to a national audience giving 


both sides of great controversial issues. 


In July, 1955, he resigned and started his own independent program, in order to give only one side — the side 
that uses fundamental American principles as a yardstick for measuring all important issues. Smoot now has no 
support from, or connections with, any other person or organization. His program is financed entirely from sales of 


his weekly publication, The Dan Smoot Report. 


If you believe that Dan Smoot is providing effective tools for those who want to think and talk and write on 
the side of freedom, you can help immensely by subscribing, and encouraging others to subscribe, to The Dan Smoot 


Report. 
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